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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see pages 7-8, filed 7/1 1/2006, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1, 3, 9, 12, 18, and 20 under 35 U.S.C §1 02(b) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
newly found prior art references. 

2. Examiner withdraws objection of claims 2, 6, 15, 19, 23, and 24 in view of newly 
found prior art references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

1. Claims 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18-20, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Gordon et al. (US Pat. No. 6,5140,554) in view of 
lacobelli et al. (US Pat. No. 7,035,335). 

2. Consider claim 18. Gordon et al. teaches a set top box (STB) for identifying 
MPEG picture coding types of a received broadcast or event (col. 5, lines 43-53; fig. 1), 
comprising: a transport processor operatively connected to a bus and to one or more 
input ports for receiving a plurality of packets of audiovisual and information data 
representing said broadcast or event from said input port (col. 4, lines 4-15); a host 
processor operatively connected to said bus and interacting with the transport processor 
to process the received packets (fig. 1); and a recording device for digitally recording 
said received packets for later playback. 

Gordon et al. does not teach parsing a payload portion of a particular one of said 
plurality of received packets to identify the picture coding type in the payload portion. 

However, lacobelli et al. discloses parsing a payload portion of a particular one of 
said plurality of received packets to identify the picture coding type in the payload 
portion (col. 17, lines 22-36). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to parse a payload portion of a particular one of 
said plurality of received packets to identify the picture coding type in the payload 
portion, in order to locate the start of a video frame. 
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3. Consider claim 19. Gordon et al. teaches all the claimed limitations as stated 
above, except parsing a packet only if a first bit of a header designator of that packet 
toggles. 

However, lacobelli et al. discloses parsing a packet only if a first bit of a header 
designator of that packet toggles (col. 13, lines 37-56). 

4. Consider claim 20. Gordon et al. teaches the STB wherein a picture is a frame or 
a field (col. 4, lines 5, 30-31). 

5. Consider claim 23. Gordon et al. teaches all the claimed limitations as stated 
above, except indexing the identified picture coding types, the indexed l-pictures 
representing flags so as to be located and decompressed in a subsequent playback of, 
or trick mode operation performed on, the recorded broadcast or event, and wherein the 
indexed picture types together with the processed packet payloads are forwarded to the 
host processor that identified the l-pictures to be decompressed and then stores the 
processed packet payloads in the mass storage device of the STB. 

However, lacobelli et al. discloses indexing the identified picture coding types, 
the indexed l-pictures representing flags so as to be located and decompressed in a 
subsequent playback of, or trick mode operation performed on, the recorded broadcast 
or event, and wherein the indexed picture types together with the processed packet 
payloads are forwarded to the host processor that identified the l-pictures to be 
decompressed and then stores the processed packet payloads in the mass storage 
device of the STB (col. 18, lines 36-53; fig. 14). 
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6. Consider claim 24. Gordon et al. teaches the mass storage device is a hard disk 
drive (col. 4, lines 51-55). 

7. Claims 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 12, and 15 are rejected for the same reasons discussed in 
the corresponding apparatus claims above. 

8. Claims 4, 13, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gordon et al. (US Pat. No. 6,5140,554) in view of lacobelli et al. (US Pat. No. 
7,035,335) in further view of Nagata (US Pat. No. 5,974,224) in further view of Chavel et 
al. (US Pat. No. 6,369,855). 

9. Consider claim 21 . Gordon et al. and lacobelli et al. teach all the claimed 
limitations as stated above, except that the detected picture coding type is compared to 
stored codes representing intra-coded (I), predictive-coded (P), and bi-directionally 
predictive-coded (B) picture types, said codes stored in an SDRAM operatively 
connected to the transport processor. 

However, Nagata discloses that the detected picture coding type is compared to 
stored codes representing intra-coded (I), predictive-coded (P), and bi-directionally 
predictive-coded (B) picture types (col. 7, lines 22-26). Chauvel et al. further teaches 
that the codes stored in an SDRAM operatively connected to the transport processor 
(col. 5, lines 40-41; col. 9, lines 8-9, 62-64; fig. 1B). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to detect and compare picture coding types, in 
order to make compression and reproduction more efficient. 
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10. Claims 4 and 13 are rejected for the same reasons discussed in the 
corresponding apparatus claim above. 

11. Claims 5, 14, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gordon et al. (US Pat. No. 6,5140,554) in view of lacobelli et al. (US Pat. No. 
7,035,335) in further view of Fujinami et al. (EP Pat. No. 0910087 A2). 

12. Consider claim 22. Gordon et al. and lacobelli et al. teach all the claimed 
limitations as stated above except that the parsing and identifying of picture types is 
performed as the STB records the incoming broadcast or event. 

However, Fujinami et al. discloses the parsing and identifying of picture types is 
performed as the STB records the incoming broadcast (col. 23, lines 49-53; col. 27, 
lines 43-50; fig. 37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to parse and identify picture types as the STB 
records the incoming broadcast, in order to increase time efficiency. 

13. Claims 8, 10-11, 17, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gordon et al. (US Pat. No. 6,5140,554) in view of lacobelli et al. (US 
Pat. No. 7,035,335) in further view of Official Notice. 

14. Consider claim 8. Gordon et al. and lacobelli et al. teach all the claimed 
limitations as stated above, except the presence of an MPEG picture start code in the 
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payload portion is indicated by toggling of a bit in a header designator portion of said 
particular one received packet. 

The examiner takes official notice that it is well known to toggle a bit in the 
header to indicate the presence of a picture start code. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to indicated the presence of an MPEG picture start 
code by toggling a bit in the header of the received packet, in order to make the system 
more efficient. 

1 5. Consider claims 1 0 and 1 1 . Gordon et al. and lacobelli et al. teach all the claimed 
limitations as stated above, except said means for receiving, means for parsing and 
means for identifying are embodied as any of application specific integrated circuits 
(ASIC) with on-chip instruction cache and data cache memory, and integrated system 
peripherals, which represent interrupt, timer, and memory controllers on-chip, including 
ROM, SDRAM, DMA controllers, packet processors, a crypto-logic unit, a PCI compliant 
PC port, and parallel inputs and outputs. 

The examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art to embody 
means for receiving, parsing and identifying as an ASIC with on-chip instruction cache 
and data cache memory, and integrated system peripherals, which represent interrupt, 
timer, and memory controllers on-chip, including ROM, SDRAM, DMA controllers, 
packet processors, a crypto-logic unit, a PCI compliant PC port, and parallel inputs and 
outputs. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to use, to provide a chip to receive, parse and identify, in 
order to improve overall performance. 

16. Claims 17 and 26 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed in the 
corresponding claims above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

17. Claims 7, 16, and 25 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mishawn N. Dunn whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7635. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thai Tran can be reached on 571-272-7382. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Mishawn Dunn 
May 2, 2006 



